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REMARKS 

This communication incorporates arguments made previously in Amendment and 
Response filed October 3, 2005 in response to the fiival Office action mailed August 2, 
2005, AVhich was entered only for the purposes of appeal, and further includes new 
arguments in response to the Advisory Action mailed November 15, 2005- This 
communication is considered fully responsive to tiie Final Office action mailed August 2, 
2005 as well as the additional remarks in the Advisory Action mailed November 15, 
2005. Claims 1-46 were examined. Claims 1, 2, 7-10, 14, 18-21, 24-26, 29, 33-37, 41. 
45, and 46 stand rejected. Claims 3-6, 11-13, 15-17, 22, 23, 27, 28, 30-32, 38-40 and 42- 
44 stand objected to as being dependent on a rejected base claim, but would be allowable 
if amended into independent fonn. No claims are cancellwi. No new claims are added. 
Claims 2, 1 1, 12, 24, 26, 35, 37, 41, 43, and 46 were amended to correct typographical 
errors in the claims introduced by errors in optical character recognition (OCR) xised to 
prepare the previous response filed on May 9, 2005, and were not amended fijr any 
reason related to patentability. Applicant*s attorney apologizes for the previous errors. 
Claim 20 was amended to correct a typographical error in that the term "storage are 
network" was corrected to read "storage area network." Again, the amendment was not 
made for any reason related to patentability. No other claims are amended &om the 
previous response filed on May 9» 2005. Reconsideration and reexamination is 
requested. 

Attomeys for the Applicant, Richard J. Holzer, Jr. and Thomas J* Osborne, Jr., 
participated in a telephone interview with Examiner Farooq on September 26, 2005 in 
which the rejected independent claims were discussed in light of the United States patent 
no. 6,735,766 to Chamberlain et al. (the "Chamberlain reference") and United States 
patent no. 6,697,875 to Wilson (the **Wilflon reference"). In' this interview. Examiner 
Farooq and the attomeys for the Applicant agreed, as will be discussed more fully below, 
that neither the Chamberlain reference nor the Wilson reference disclose, teach, or 
suggest each limitation of independent claims 1, 8, 10, 14, 19, 20, 24, 26, 29, 33, 34, 35, 
37, 41, and 46. Fxirther, the Examiner and Applicant's attomeys agreed that, upon 
overcoming the rejection, the finality of the rejection woxild be withdrawn. 
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After the telephone interview, the Examiner reviewed the cited references and 
argued that^ although the Chamberlain reference does not disclose device information 
identifying a set of SAN device identifiers, the Wilson reference discloses device 
identifiers. Based on this aijiument, the Examiner maintained the finality of the rejection. 

Claims 1, 2, 7-10, 14, 18-21, 24-26, 29. 33-37, 41, 45, and 46 stand rejected wider 
35 U,S.C. §103 (a) as being pxjrportedly unpatentable over the Chamberlain reference in 
view of the Wilson reference. The Apphcant respectfully traverses the rejections for at 

least the following reasons. 

Generally, the Chambertain reference discloses a method and computer-readable 
medium for installing an iipgrade to an a pplication progranL Although the Chamberlain 
reference refers to a •'product code," the Chamberlain clearly uses the term "product" in 
connection with a software application, not in connection with hardware or a device- 
See, e.g., column 5, Uncs 52-57, which states the following: "[a] ^product' represents a 
single, entire application progj^am, such as the 'MICROSOFT WORD' application 
program marketed by Microsoft Coiporation of Redmond, Washington. Each product 
has a globally unique identifier known as a Product Code that allows each product to be 
distinguished " Thus, the terms '^duct" and "product code," as used in the 
Chamberlain reference, refer to software applications and software application identifiers, 
respectively, not to device inforaiation or device identifiers. Accordingly, liie Applicant 
points out that the Chamberlain reference does not disclose, teach, or suggest device 
information comnrising inforniation identifying a agt nf SAN device identifiers and a set 
of code modules associated with the set of SAN d evice identifiers. Nor does the 
Chamberlain reference disclose, teach, or suggest or triggering an event based on changes 
in device information or a signal therefor. 

In contrast, the Wilson reference discloses methods for building and using a 
storage area network (SAN) device database. While the WUson reference discloses SAN 
devices and device identifiers (IDs), the reference does not disclose or suggest device 
information comprising information identifying a set of SAN device identifiers and ft ggt 
of code modules associated with the set of SAN device identifiers. 
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Even though the Wilaon reference discloses device identifiers (IDs), neither 
reference discloseB, teaches, or suggests that these device identifiers be "Rgggciated with" 
a set of code modules, nor has the Examiner identified anywhere in the prior art that such 
device identifiers would be "associated with" code modules of the Chamberlain 
reference. Mei^ly identifying device identifiers in one reference and code modules in 
another reference feils, as discussed below, to meet the requirements of 3, prima facie 
argument <hat the device that tiiere be some suggestion, motivation to modify the 
references to combine the teachings of the references. See, e.g., MPEP § 706.02(j). Even 
if the Examiner were to improperly conobine the references, there is still no teaching or 
suggestion that the code modules of the Chamberlain reference be ^^associated with" the 
SAN device identifiers of the Wilson reference. 

Furthermore, claim 1 recites in part **providing a signal to the executing program 
indicating that the device infbrmatinn has been modified to produce modified device 
information". As the Examiner admits, the Chamberlain reference does not teach device 
information, rather the Chamberlain reference is directed to software upgrades. Thus, 
reference cited by the Examiner (col. 3, line 65 to col. 4, line 17 of the Chamberlain 
reference) does not disclose, teach or suggest such a signal indicating that the device 
information has been modified to provide modified device information. Nor does the 
Wilson reference disclose, teach, or suggest such a signal indicating modification of the 
device information . Likewise, the Wilson reference fails to disclose, teach, or suggest 
any signal or any detection of modification to device infDrmation, 

In addition, claim 1 recites deletion, accessing, and loading operations pcrfomied 
in lesponse to receipt of the (modified device information) signal. That neither 
Chamberlain nor Wilson disclose or suggest such a signal should overcome the rejection 
alone, but the Applicant also asserts that neither Chamberlain nor Wilson disclose or 
suggest performance of these three operations in response to a signal or even in response 
to a modification of device information. 

Further, in making an obviousness rejection based on the combination of two 
references, the references not only must teach or suggest each and every limitation of the 
claimed invention, the Examiner also has the burden to establish a suggestion or 
motivation, either in the refcreaices themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
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one Of ordinary skill in the art, to combine the teachings of the references and that there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. See, e.g., MPEP 2143 . As discussed above, 
the Chamberlain and Wilson references together fail to teach or suggest every limitation 
of Claim 1 . Further, the Examiner's only asserted motivation to combine the references 
is the cursory statement that, *it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Chamberlain et al. and Wilson 
because that would provide feult handling condition within a device for the network." 
See, e.g., paragrapli 2 of the Office action dated August 2, 2005. 

While the Wilson reference provides for identifying feulty devices within a 
network, the Chamberlain reference is directed exclusively to upgrading software 
applications, not to upgrading devices. Neither of the references provides any suggestion 
or motivation to use the software application upgrade method disclosed in the 
Chamberlain reference in the SAN network disclosed in the Wilson reference, nor has the 
Examiner identified any knowledge in the prior art outside of these references that would 
provide a suggestion or motivation to combine the references. Since the method of the 
Chamberlain reference exclusively teaches upgrading software applications, such a 
combination, contrary to the Examiner's assertion^ would not improve fault handling 
conditions within a device of the SAN. Thus» not only has die Examine: fiedled to provide 
an acceptable suggestion or motivation to combine the Chamberlain and Wilson 
references, but any sudi combination of references would not have a reasonable 
expectation of success since the combination would still fall short of the Applicant's 
claimed invention. Accordingly, the Exanwner has &iled to establish a prima fade case 
of obviousness for any of the rejected claims, including claim 1. 

For the foregoing reasons, the Chamberlain and Wilson references feil to 
anticipate or make obvious the invention of claim L Allowance of claim 1 is therefore 
requested. 

Claims 2 and 7 depend from claim 1, which is believed allowable* Therefore 
claims 2 and 7 are believed allowable for at least tiie same reasons as claim 1 . Allowance 
of claims 2 and 7 is therefore requested. 

Claim 8 includes recitations of "accessing device information, the device 
information including information related to a set of SAN device identifiers and 
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information identifying a set of code modules aasociated with the set of SAN device 
identifiers/* 'providing a signal to the executiiig program indicating that the device 
infomiation has been modified," and "deleting the first code module associated with the 
first SAN device identifier from the address space of the executing program," 
Aocoidingly, claim 8 is believed to be allowable for at least the cotrespojjding reasons as 
claim 1 , Allowance of claim 8 is therefore requested. 

Claim 9 depends fitrtn claim 8, which is believed allowable. Therefore claim 9 is 
believed allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 8. Allowance of claim 9 is 

therefore requested. 

Claim 10 includes recitations of ^'accessing information related to a first SAN 
device identifier, the information related to the first SAN identifier including hiformation 
identifying a first code module associated with the first SAN device identifier," 
'•receiving a signal indicating that the information related to the first SAN device 
identifier has been modified/* and ^'deleting the first code module associated with the first 
SAN device identifier firom the address space of the executing program." Accordingly, 
claim 1 0 is beheved to be allowable for at least the corresponding reasons as daim 1. 
Allowance of claim 10 is therefore requested. 

Claim 14 includes recitations of **accessing devices information comprising a set 
of SAN device identifiers including a first SAN device identifier, the devices infonnation 
fiirther comprising information identifying code modules asaodated with SAN device 
identifiers in the set of SAN device identifiers," 'deceiving a signal indicating that toe 
devices infoimation has been modified,** and 'loading the second code module into Hit 
address space of the executing program." Accordingly, claim 14 is believed to be 
allowable for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1. Allowance of claim 14 is 

therefore requested. 

Claim 1 8 depends from claim 14, which is believed allowable. Therefore 
claim 18 is believed allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 14, Allowance of 
claim 18 is therefore requested. 

Claim 19 includes recitations of ^^accessing information related to a SAN device 
identifier, the information related to the SAN identifier including information identifying 
a code module associated with the SAN device identifier," "receiving a signal indicating 
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that the code module has been modified," "deleting the previously loaded code module 
from the address apace of the executing program," and "loading the modified code 
module into the address space of the executing program." Accordingly, claim 19 is 
believed to be allowable for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1 . Allowance of 
claim 19 is therefore requested. 

Claim 20 includes recitations of "code for accessing device infomiation, the 
device information comprising in&nnation identifying a set of SAN device identifiers 
and a set of code modules associated with the set of SAN device identifiers," "code for 
receiving a signal while ttie application program is executing, the signal indicating that 
the device information has been modified to produce modified device information,** and 
"code for deleting the set of code modules referenced by the device information before 
modification from fiie address space of the executing ^plication program in response to 
the signal." Accordingly, claim 20 is believed to be allowable for at least the 
corresponding reasons as claim h Allowance of claim 20 is therefore requested. 

Claim 21 depends from claim 20, which is believed allowable. Therefore 
claim 21 is believed allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 20. Allowance of 
clann 21 is therefore requested. 

Claim 24 includes recitations of "code for accessing device information, the 
device information including information related to a set of SAN device identifiers and 
information identifying a set of code modules aasociated with the set of SAN device 
identifiers," "code for receiving a signal fix>m the executing plication program, the 
signal indicating that the device information has been modified," and "code for deleting 
the first code module associated with the first SAN device identifier from the address 
space of the executing program in response to the signal." Accordingly, claim 24 is 
beheved to be allowable for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1 , Allowance of 
claim 24 is therefore requested. 

Claim 25 depends from claim 24, which is believed allowable. Therefore 
claim 25 is believed allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 24. Allowance of 
claim 25 is therefore requested. 

Claim 26 includes recitations of "code for accessing information related to a first 
SAN device identifier, the information related to the first SAN identifier including 
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mformation identifying a first code module aasociated with the first SAN device 
idcQtifier," "code for receiving a signal indicating that the infonnation related to the first 
SAN device identifier has been modified* the modified information identifying a second 
code module associated with the first SAN device identifier instead of the first code 
module/* "code for deleting the first code module associated with the first SAN device 
identifier from the address space of the executing apphcation program in response to the 
signal." and "code for loading the second code module into the address space of the 
executing application progrBm." Accordingly, claim 26 is believed to be allowable for at 
least the corresponding reasons as claim 1. Allowance of claim 26 is thereftMre requested. 

Claim 29 includes rwitations of "code for accessing devices irrformation 
comprising a set of SAN device identifiers including a first SAN device identifier, the 
devices information ftirther comprising information identifying code modules fl^spciatod 
with each SAN device identifier in the set of SAN device identifiers including 
information identifying a first code module associated with the first SAN device 
identifier/' **code for receiving a signal indicating that the devices information has been 
modified, the modified devices information including a second SAN device identifier and 
a second code module associated with the second SAN device identifier, the second SAN 
device identifier not included in the set of SAN device identifiers included in the devices 
information before modificatiun," and "code fbr loading the second code module into the 
address space of the executing application program in response to the signal " 
Accordingly, daim 29 is believed to be allowable for at least the corresponding reasons 
as claim L Allowance of daim 29 is therefore requested 

Claim 33 includes recitations of *'code fbr accessing information related to a SAN 
device identifier, the information related to the SAN identifier including information 
identifying a code module associated with th« SAN device identifier," "code for 
receiving a signal indicating that the code module has been modified/' and "code for 
deleting the previously loaded code module fiiom the address space of the executing 
application program in response to the signal." Accordingly, claim 33 is believed to be 
allowable for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1- Allowance of claim 33 is 
thmfore requested. 
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Claim 34 includes iwitations of **the processor operative with the program to 
access device information, the device information conqmsing infoimatioii identifying a 
set of SAN device identifiers and a set of code modules Msociated with the set of SAN 
device identifiers," "receive, while the program is executed by the processor, a signal 
indicating that the device information has been modified to produce modified device 
information^" "delete the set of code modules referenced by the device infoimaticn 
before modification from the address space of the program executed by the processor," 
"access the modified device information," and "load a set of code modules referenced by 
the modified device infoimation into the address space of the program executed by the 
processor-'* Accordingly, claim 34 is believed to be allowable for at least the 
corresponding reasons as claim 1 , Allowance of claim 34 is therefore requested* 

Claim 35 includes recitations of "access device information^ the device 
infoimation including information related to a set of SAN device identifiers and 
infomiation identifying a set of code modules aaaodated witti the set of SAN device 
identifiers " ^'receive, while the program is executed by the processor, a signal indicating 
that the device information has been modified," and **in response to the signal, delete the 
first code module associated with space of the program executed the first SAN device 
idcntifia- ftom the processor." Accordingly, claim 3 5 is believed to be allowable for at 
least the corresponding reasons as claim 1 . Allowance of claim 35 is therefore requested. 

Claim 36 depends firom claim 35, which is believed allowable. Therefore 
claim 36 is believed allowable for at least the same reasons as daim 35. Allowance of 
claun 36 is therefore requested. 

Clahn 37 includes recitations of "access information related to a first SAN device 
identifier, the information related to the first SAN identifier including information 
idctttifying a first code module associated with the first SAN device identifier," '^receive, 
while the program is execiited by the processor, a signal indicating that the information 
related to the first SAN device identifier has been modified," ^'delete the first code 
module associated with the first SAN device identifier from the address space of the 
executing program^" and "load the second code module into the address space of the 
program executed by the processor." Accordingly, claim 37 is believed to be allowable 
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for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1 . Allowance of claim 37 is therefore 
requested. 

Claim 41 includes recitations of ''access devices information comprising a set of 
SAN device identifiera including a first SAN device identifier, the devices infomiation 
further comprising infomiation identifying code modules fl^aocialed with SAN device 
identifiers in the set of SAN device identifiers " •'receive, while the program is executed 
by the processor, a signal indicatii^ that the devices information has been modified," and 
"in response to the signal, load the second code module into the address space of the 
program executed by the processor." Accordingly, claim 41 is believed to be allowable 
for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1 - Allowance of claim 41 is therefore 
requested- 

Claim 45 depends fix)m claim 41, which is believed allowable. Therefore 
claim 45 is beUeved allowable for at least the same reasons as claim 4L Allowance of 
claim 45 is therefore requested. 

Claim 46 includes recitations of "access information related to a SAN device 
identifier, the information relating to the SAN identifier including information identifying 
a code module associated with the SAN identifier/* "receive, while tiie program is 
executed by the processor, a signal indicating that the code module has been modified," 
*1oad the code module into an address space of the program executed by the processor," 
and "load the code module into an address space of the program." Accordirigly, claim 46 
is believed to be allowable for at least the corresponding reasons as claim 1 . Allowance 
of claim 46 is therefore requested. 

Allowablc Snhjcct Matter 

The Applicant acknowledges that the Office has found claims 3-6, 11-13> 15-17, 
22, 23, 27, 28, 30-32, 38-40, and 42-44 to be allowable if rewritten in independent fomi 
including all limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The Applicant 
respectfully requests that the claims be allowed with amendment based on the arguments 
made herein. 
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CQncluaicm 

The Applicant respectfully requests prompt issuance of a notice of allowanoe fi)r 
claims 1-46 in Ubis matter. If the Examiner believes that any matter may be more 
expediently resolved via a telephone conference, the Examiner is encouraged to contact 
the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



Dated; December 9» 2005. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Thomas J. Osborne, Jr„ Reg. No. 39,796 
Attorney for Applicant 
USPTO Customer No, 48929 

HENSLEY KIM & EDGINGTON, LLC 
1660 Lincoln Street. Suite 3050 
Denver, Colorado 80264 
Tel: 720-377-0759 
Fax: 720-377-0777 
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